According to Family Expenditure Survey (FES) data, child poverty (with a poverty line defined at half mean equivalised household income) has risen markedly in Britain in the last 30 years. By 1995-96, around one in three -or 4.3 million -children were living in poor households. This compares with child poverty rates of one in ten, corresponding to 1.4 million children, in 1968.
I. INTRODUCTION
There is now a large literature on the increase in income inequality that has occurred in the UK since the late 1970s (see Goodman, Johnson and Webb (1997) ). The changes have been nothing but dramatic. In the 1980s, overall income inequality rose faster in the UK than in any other OECD country and wage inequality reached an all-time measured high (Machin, 1996) . Increasing worklessness has been an important factor in the rise in household inequality, with the proportion of non-pensioner households without a working adult currently standing three times higher than in 1975, at nearly one in five households (Employment Audit, 1996) . Other major changes in the labour market include increased female employment and the faster return of women to work after childbirth (Hewitt, 1993; Brannan et al., 1997; Callender et al., 1997) .
These changes have been accompanied by shifts in the pattern of family formation and dissolution. Increased divorce rates, a fall in the number of people marrying and reduced fertility rates have all led to growing numbers of singleadult households, single-parent families and families without children. It seems surprising, given these changes, that shifts in the economic position of children, and indeed between households with and without children, have gone largely unrecorded.
1 Part of the reason for this is the lack of empirical work in economics (and even in social policy) that attributes a key role to children, who are frequently modelled only in terms of their effects on parental or household economic outcomes.
2 This paper tries to rectify this at least partially by considering trends in child poverty and the distribution of family income across children, and changes in the relative economic position of households with and without children over time.
Some of the findings we report are striking and deserve to be more widely known than they currently are. Child poverty rates have risen very fast in the last 30 years, despite the fact that family size and the number of families with children have fallen. By 1995-96, over 4.3 million children (or about one-third of all children) were living in households below a poverty line defined as half mean equivalised household income. The employment position of the household is very important as over half (2.3 million) of the poor children live in households with no one in work. Of the 4.3 million children in poor households, less than one in eight (0.5 million) live in households with a full-time employee on hourly wages above the lowest quartile of the earnings distribution.
The rest of the paper explores the changing incidence of child poverty and the evolution of inequality for households with and without children in more detail. The next section focuses upon trends in child poverty since the late 1960s, 1 Numbers on children in poverty are also given in the Households Below Average Income (HBAI) publications (Department of Social Security, 1997). And some researchers do break down income relativities and look at the changing shape of the income distribution for families with and without children (for example, Cowell, Jenkins and Litchfield (1996) ), but placing a principal focus on children remains rare. 2 A classic example of this (although by no means the only one) is the large body of work on the relationship between women's labour supply decisions and the age or number of children they have (see Browning (1992) for a survey of work on the impact of children on household economic outcomes). There is therefore a comparative dearth of empirical work on children in the UK. There is, of course, a bigger tradition to carry out empirical work on children in developing countries (for example, on child sex bias or child labour). looking at the evolution over time of both relative and absolute child poverty measures and examining ways in which the time profile of child poverty has differed across different types of households. Section III looks at ways in which the distribution of income has altered over time for households with and without children. Section IV then turns to comparisons based on expenditure rather than income, focusing specifically on household spending on children. Section V concludes.
II. TRENDS IN CHILD POVERTY

Defining Poverty
One can (and some people do) debate for an inordinate amount of time how one could and should measure poverty. Part of the discussion is concerned with the measurement of poverty, as some argue that it may not be as well defined in the UK as in some other countries because there is no official poverty line.
3 Rather than to argue that any one way of modelling poverty is better than others, our approach is to explore the implications of changing our definition of poverty in a number of ways. First, we look at trends in relative poverty rates that are based on relative income levels with a separate poverty line defined for each year of our sample. Second, we look at absolute measures of poverty based on a poverty line of half mean income in 1995-96 applied to all years. Third, we consider poverty definitions based on income both before housing costs (BHC) and after housing costs (AHC).
The data source we analyse is the Family Expenditure Survey (FES) between 1968 and 1995-96. 4 For the most part, we concentrate on poverty measures based on income after housing costs 5 but, where relevant, do highlight variations that occur if one uses a before-housing-costs income measure. It should be noted that our measures of poverty before and after housing costs match closely those in the Households Below Average Income (HBAI) series, although we have not undertaken all the minor adjustments that are carried out in that. In terms of numbers of children in poverty, our estimated AHC measure is within 100,000 of published HBAI estimates. Our BHC measures are slightly less consistent because of the complex imputed rent calculations in the HBAI. But even here we are usually within 200,000 of the HBAI numbers.
3 Though even here it is not necessarily clear that the existence of an official poverty line makes poverty any more or less 'well defined'. 4 The FES data were based on calendar year up to 1993, from when they altered to cover the tax year. 5 We prefer to focus on the AHC-based measures for two reasons: (i) to give better comparability with the official Households Below Average Income statistics; (ii) because we believe that changing rents and housing benefit entitlements do not accurately reflect changes in living standards over this period (at least in the social sector).
Changes over Time in the Extent of Child Poverty
If households with equivalised 6 AHC income below half the national average are defined as poor, FES data show that the number of children living in poor households increased massively from 1.4 million to 4.3 million between 1968 and 1995-96. 7 Table 1 shows that this corresponds to a rise in the child poverty rate -the percentage of children living in poverty -from about one in ten in 1968 to just under one in three by 1995-96. The year-on-year variations in this trend are clear, with the proportion of children in poverty showing only a moderate rise in the 1970s but increasing at a rapid rate thereafter (see Figure 1) .
If one uses the same relative poverty definition but this time basing it on income before housing costs, the number of children in poor households rises from 1.1 million to 3.2 million (or from 8 to 24 per cent) between 1968 and 1995-96. 8 The time-series profile of this child poverty definition is also recorded FIGURE 1
Percentage of Children Living in Households with Income Below Half Average Income
6 In order to account for differences in income needs resulting from differences in the size and composition of the family unit, income is equivalised using the McClements equivalence scales, which are different for AHC and BHC income measures. 7 This is based on all dependent children of school age or younger. 8 Child poverty based on BHC income is lower than that based on AHC income. This is partly because housing costs are less unequally distributed than income as a whole. It is also due to the equivalisation scheme, which gives different weights for AHC and BHC measures. 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1996 After housing costs 1994 1992 1990 1988 1986 1982 1984 1968 1979 1990 1995 -96 Change, 1968 to 1995 in Figure 1 . It is clear that both relative child poverty measures show a striking increase, with child poverty tripling over the 28-year period of study. Changing equivalence scales to reflect proposed levels of income support for different family types, which are to come into force in 1999, raises childhood poverty rates a fraction in all years but makes little difference to the observed trends when we use AHC income. However, it does alter the BHC picture somewhat, raising child poverty rates in 1995-96 to 28 per cent, or 3.8 million, up from 12 per cent, or 1. 2 million, in 1968. 9 But the overall pattern is very clear and very marked: relative child poverty measures show a huge increase in the number of children below the relevant poverty line.
Distribution of children in poverty AHC
Per cent
Relative poverty measures assess how the household incomes of children are doing compared with average income over time and, because of this, it is also interesting to look at shifts based on absolute measures of living standards. Table  2 reports the percentage of children living in households with below half of 1995-96 average income over time (hence choosing the most recent year in our sample as a constant bench-mark). Just under a third of children are poor on this definition in 1995-96, compared with 36 per cent in 1979. This is an extremely small fall over these 16 years, a period during which living standards generally rose. By contrast, the shorter period from 1968 to 1979 saw a huge decline in child poverty based on this measure, from 55 per cent of all children in 1968. Figure 2 plots this absolute poverty measure over time for BHC-and AHCincome-based measures of poverty. It becomes very clear that many children are no better off now than they would have been in 1979, despite there having been big improvements in the standard of living of a large fraction of the population over this time period (for example, average real income growth among all households was about 30 per cent).
The patterns in Figures 1 and 2 emerge for other measures of child poverty. Figure 3 plots the time profile of a poverty gap measure, defined as Π = {(z-y)/z}P where z is the poverty line, y is average income for those below the line and P is the poverty rate, for relative and absolute poverty lines. This poverty measure has the advantage over the simple headcount P that it takes into account the fact that, especially in a period when income inequality has risen, poverty should be measured as rising if incomes are falling further behind the 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1996 After housing costs 
FIGURE 3
Child Poverty Gaps poverty line over time. Figure 3 confirms the sharp rise in child poverty based upon the relative poverty line and also that child poverty has not altered much since 1979 if one chooses the absolute measure based upon the 1995-96 poverty line in all years.
Child Poverty and Household Structures
Table 1 also reports information on the structure of households in which children were living (in the top panel), poverty rates among these household types (in the middle panel) and the share of children in poverty in particular types of household (in the bottom panel). We choose to look at two types of household structure, based upon whether they are single-adult or more-than-single-adult (couple) households and upon the employment status of the household (anyone in work or not). Between 1968 and 1995-96 , the percentage of children living in two-parent households where at least one parent worked fell dramatically, from 92 per cent of all children to just 71 per cent. This change was partly a consequence of increasing numbers of children growing up in lone-parent households, with this percentage trebling between 1968 and 1995-96 from 6 per cent to 22 per cent. Furthermore, poverty rates among children in lone-parent households are, and were in 1968, higher than those among children living with two parents. In 1968, 9 per cent of children living in two-parent households were poor, compared with 31 per cent of children in single-parent households. By 1995-96, these figures had risen to 24 per cent and 65 per cent respectively. 0.20 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1996 Absolute poverty gap The other dimension of household status we consider is defined by the employment status of the adult members of the household. By 1995-96, fewer than half of those children growing up in a lone-parent household were living with a working adult (9 per cent of all children in 1995-96 lived in a lone-parent household where the parent worked, compared with 13 per cent in workless loneparent households). The growing incidence of worklessness is also clear, with 8 per cent of all children in 1995-96 living in households with two parents where neither parent worked (compared with under 2 per cent in 1968). By 1995-96, therefore, around 20 per cent of children lived in households with no adult working and, of these, just under 40 per cent lived with two non-working parents.
Very high rates of worklessness among single-parent families were the most important factor behind the high levels of poverty among children in these families. Indeed, the rise of the workless household contributes substantially to the overall rise in child poverty, as the bottom panel of Table 1 shows. By 1995-96, a huge 54 per cent (or about 2.3 million) of poor children lived in workless households.
As already noted, the share of children defined as poor using an absolute poverty line did not change much between 1979 and 1995-96. But Table 2 shows that this overall lack of shift masks important differences by household type. First, rates of child poverty based on the absolute poverty measure fall among two-parent households (from 33 to 24 per cent) but increase for singleparent households (from 59 to 65 per cent). Second, within these groups, the growing number of workless households is central to the change in child poverty in absolute terms. For children living in working couple households, absolute poverty rates fell from 31 per cent in 1979 to 17 per cent by 1995-96. On the other hand, child poverty in workless couple households shows a sharp increase, going from 72 to 89 per cent. Table 3 reports equivalised income (again after housing costs) for children living in single-and two-parent households by parental employment status between 1968 and 1995-96. All amounts are weekly income reported in January 1997 prices. Between 1968 and 1995-96 , average equivalised income of children in all households grew by 54 per cent, but children living in two-parent households realised an above-average increase in income (69 per cent) while real income barely changed for those in single-parent households (rising by just 8 per cent). There was clearly a significant deterioration in the relative economic position of children in single-parent families, as reflected by a decline in the ratio of equivalised income for those in single-parent families to that for those in twoparent families from 0.90 to 0.58 between 1968 and 1995-96. Looking at subperiods for single-and two-parent families shows that, between 1968 and 1979, the real incomes of workless households rose a little faster than those of equivalent working households. After 1979, there is a dramatic fall in the relative income position of workless couples and a smaller fall among single-parent households.
Children's Household Income and Household Structures
Child Poverty and More Detailed Household Employment Structures
As has already been made clear, the employment structure of households is central to the rising income inequalities between children. Table 4 further considers this, returning to child poverty comparisons across household types delineated more comprehensively than the above analysis by the labour market position of its members. Households are broken down into the following six mutually exclusive labour market categories, the first being the workless group and the other five being different classifications of working households:
• no adults in work (workless);
• any self-employed workers (self-employed);
• no one in the household working more than 30 hours but someone with a job paying above the lowest quartile cut-off of the earnings distribution (parttime, not low-paid); • no one in the household with a job paying above the lowest quartile cut-off of the earnings distribution (low-paid, not part-time); • no one in the household working more than 30 hours and no one in the household with a job paying above the lowest quartile cut-off of the earnings distribution (both low-paid and part-time); • at least one full-timer and one wage in the top three quartiles (neither).
The top two panels of Table 4 report the numbers of children in each group (with percentages in parentheses). The bottom panel shows child poverty rates by employment status in 1995-96 for all children, for children in couple households and for children in single-parent households. This demonstrates the importance of rising worklessness for the sharp increase in child poverty: by 1995-96, about 2.3 million children in poverty lived in workless households (comprising around 0.9 million living with couples and 1.4 million living with single parents). The rise in part-time employment and increased earnings disparities have also contributed towards the rise in child poverty, with 8 per cent of children in poverty (or 361,000 children) in 1995-96 living in households classified as both part-time and low-paid (this compares with a mere 26,000 in 1968). Over 900,000 children lived in poor households with only a part-time or 
Note: Poverty AHC = poverty as measured by households below half the average equivalised income after housing costs.
low-paid earning source by 1995-96. That labour market standing is crucial for child poverty is reflected in the fact that only around one in eight children (0.5 million) live in households with a full-time employee on hourly wages above the lowest quartile of the earnings distribution. 
Variations by Age of Child
There are also some potentially interesting differences by age of child. Table 5 reports child poverty rates, based on both BHC and AHC income definitions, for I r e l a n d A u s t r a l i a C a n a d a U S B e l g i u m S p a i n N e t h e r l a n d s F r a n c e I t a l y G e r m a n y G r e e c e four age-groups (0-4, 5-10, 11-15 and 16+) for selected years between 1968 and 1995-96. Child poverty rises for children in all four age-groups. But the rise in child poverty is clearly greater for younger children, both of pre-school age (0-4) and of primary-school age (5-10).
International Comparisons
In terms of international comparisons, the rate of change in the incidence of worklessness among households with children between 1985 and 1996 is shown in Figure 4 . In 1996, the highest level of worklessness is in the UK. Moreover, the fastest rate of change over this 11-year interval is also in the UK, with an absolute change of almost 5 percentage points. In other countries, both the level is lower and changes over time have been much more moderate, with falls actually occurring in some countries (Germany, Greece, Ireland, the Netherlands and Portugal).
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III. COMPARISONS OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH AND WITHOUT CHILDREN
The analysis so far concentrates only on households with children. But there have been important compositional changes related to the presence of children over the period we study. For example, as Figure 5 shows, both the average number of adults and the average number of children in households with children have fallen markedly. Furthermore, the share of households with children in the population has declined. And, as is well known, income inequality has risen not only for households with children but across all households in the population (Goodman, Johnson and Webb, 1997) . All of these observations necessitate comparisons of the evolution of poverty and income inequality across households with and without children.
Households with and without Children: Changing Income Differentials
It is evident from the discussion of Section II that income disparities for households with children have changed dramatically over time and, in particular, that child poverty has risen very rapidly since the late 1970s. However, over recent decades, increased income inequality has also led to a rise in poverty among households without children. Therefore rising child poverty may not be any more important than trends in overall poverty, unless households with children now form a greater proportion of poor households (especially since we are probably more inclined to worry about them). This is particularly the case Table 6 goes on to consider population shares and poverty rates for households with and without children between 1968 and 1995-96 (the numbers use the same poverty definitions, but notice that they differ from those in the earlier tables as it is now the household, not the child, that is the unit of analysis). In all years considered, households with children are more likely than those without to be poor, and this has increasingly become the case over time. In 1995-96, 28 per cent of households containing children were poor compared with 15 per cent of those without children. Moreover, poverty has risen markedly faster in households with children, by 21 percentage points between 1968 and 1995-96, as compared with a 10 percentage point rise for childless households.
Households with and without Children: Changing Patterns of Poverty
Poverty rates amongst single-adult households are substantially higher than those among couples, whether or not there are children present. In 1995-96, 23 per cent of households with a single adult and no children, and 60 per cent of those with children, were poor, compared with 19 per cent of couples with children and 8 per cent of those without. The high poverty rate of single, 2.4 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1996 Children Adults Mean 1994 1992 1990 1988 1986 1982 1984 2. 1968 1979 1990 1995 -96 Change, 1968 to 1995 childless adult households reflects the relatively high incidence of workless households and the increased incidence of sickness and disability. Once account is taken of differences in household types, it is clear, however, that the incidence of poverty, and particularly its rise over time, are strongly correlated with the presence of children in the household. Table 7 compares in detail the extent of real income disparities between single people and couples both with and without children. The ratio of mean real income for households with children to mean real income for those without fell from 0.76 in 1968 to 0.70 by 1995-96. Comparisons for couples with and without children are very similar, but single parents have lost ground dramatically relative to other single adults, with their mean income ratio falling from 0.74 to 0.50.
Percentage in poverty AHC
Households with and without Children: Changing Income Distributions
So far, we have dealt with changes in poverty rates and average real incomes. This, however, does not illustrate the full extent of the dramatic changes in the distribution of income that have occurred in recent decades. We therefore consider the whole income distribution in Figure 6 , which plots kernel density Kernel Density Representations of Income Distribution for Households with and without Children Note: Vertical lines are poverty cut-offs (at half mean income).
estimates of the income of households with and without children in 1968 and 1995-96. 11 Poverty lines (at half mean income) are represented by the vertical line in each figure. 12 11 Kernel density estimation is a standard way of smoothing income data in distributional analysis (some good, clear examples on its use in analysing the income distribution are given in Cowell, Jenkins and Litchfield (1996) ). For both distributions, there is a considerable flattening between 1968 and 1995-96, reflecting the sharp increase in income inequality experienced by both groups. The distribution across households with children shifts more to the left, showing the increased concentration of poverty documented above. Moreover, there is a very clear spike (which coincides with workless household income levels) in the 1995-96 distribution for households with children and a much more marked bimodality in the distribution as compared with childless households (see also Cowell, Jenkins and Litchfield (1996) ). Rising income inequality and the increased incidence of poverty have clearly been more marked among households with children.
IV. INEQUALITY OF EXPENDITURE
So far, we have concentrated on income measures to examine the relationships between children, inequality and poverty. In so far as income is subject to transitory fluctuations, expenditure, which is thought to reflect individuals' expectations of future income better, may be more stable. In addition, differences in family income may not provide a good guide as to how well children's needs are being met within families. Expenditure may sometimes (to the extent that it reflects permanent income) therefore provide a more satisfactory measure of family welfare. This is even more true when one recognises that household income is often low when children are young (due to non-participation in the labour force by mothers) but that low income need not imply poverty if consumption smoothing is possible. We therefore also supplement our information on income by looking at expenditure data from the Family Expenditure Survey.
Changing Child Expenditure Distributions
Figure 7 graphs kernel density functions for equivalised household income after housing costs (the dashed line) and for equivalised household expenditure excluding housing costs (the solid line) for all children in 1968 and 1995-96 . This graph shows clearly that, while expenditure is slightly more equally distributed than income, particularly in 1995-96, there has been a large increase in inequality of expenditure as well as in inequality of income. The distribution of equivalised household expenditure across children is smoother than the distribution of income, and the bimodality observed in the income distribution in the later years is absent in the expenditure distribution. It is also notable that, among the lowest income groups, expenditure generally exceeds income 12 Notice that the movement in the peak of the distribution from the right to the left of the chosen poverty line illustrates the degree to which the results may be sensitive to the chosen poverty measure.
FIGURE 7
Kernel Density Representations of Income and Expenditure Distributions for Children (observe the left tail of the distributions). This is drawn out further in Table 8 , which shows that, in these four periods, the expenditure of families with poor children is consistently higher than income. This suggests that some of these poor families see their current income position as transitory. It is notable too from this table that, while the ratio of equivalised expenditure of poor to nonpoor households is higher than the equivalent ratio of equivalised income, there has been a sharp decline in both these ratios. The poor have been getting poorer in both relative income and relative expenditure terms (see also Blundell and Preston (1998) for an analysis of trends in the distribution of income and consumption).
Child Expenditure and Household Employment Structure
In Table 9 , we look at expenditure by family type (working and non-working families with one or two parents). It is clear that the expenditure position of workless households has deteriorated for both couple and single households. The fastest rise in expenditure between 1968 and 1995-96 is for working couple households and it is notable that the smallest increase is for non-working lone parents.
Expenditures Related Specifically to Children
It may be that parents of poor children are cutting back on expenditure on themselves and not on their children. If this is true, then the above analysisfor both household income and household expenditure -may be misleading as it effectively equates the welfare of children with the welfare of the household (as does much of the distributional literature). In order to consider this, we have also looked at FES data on expenditure related specifically to children. Here, we look at spending on children's clothing, children's shoes and toys. We look at differences in expenditures on these items in families with one and two children. Information is presented by equivalised total expenditure quintiles (1 = lowest, 5 = highest) for 1968 and 1995-96 in Figure 8 .
Looking first at expenditure (in 1997 prices) on children's clothing, we can see that both one-and two-children families in the bottom expenditure quintile spent substantially less in both periods than other families. More strikingly, while those in higher expenditure groups were spending considerably more on children's clothes in real terms in 1995-96 than in 1968, expenditure on children's clothing for those in the bottom quintile saw no increase over this period. The charts showing real expenditure on children's shoes and on toys tell similar stories.
13 These findings suggest that increasing inequality in expenditure is having a direct impact on the welfare of children.
Other work on expenditure on children and childhood poverty has been done by Middleton, Ashworth and Braithwaite (1997) . This research involved collecting information on families' expenditure on each child, and therefore allows for a much more detailed analysis of costs of and spending on children than allowed by FES data. One of their main findings was that having a working parent had a far greater impact on expenditure on children than whether the child lived with one or two parents. This is consistent with the results we have presented using FES data. They also find that much of the difference in expenditure on children between working and non-working households is accounted for by differences in expenditure on childcare. Our results do, however, point to an increase in inequality of expenditure directly on children. A more worrying finding of the Middleton et al. research was that children in single-parent families are more likely to go without necessities regardless of parental employment status because 'the longer periods of time which lone parents spend outside the labour market are likely to have a greater impact on their ability to provide the necessities in the index than on average spending on regular purchases'. This is not something that we have been able to test here, and suggests perhaps that our finding that spending is affected more by parental employment status than by whether one or two parents are present be treated with caution in any discussion of child poverty. While some differences emerge, it is nevertheless clear that rising trends in child poverty measured on an income basis are also reflected in a wider dispersion of expenditures. As a consequence of a more pronounced incidence of low incomes, a large, and increasing, proportion of children are also losing out in terms of what is spent on them.
V. CONCLUSIONS
Child poverty rates (with poverty defined as income below half of mean household equivalised income) have grown massively over the last 30 years. Around 4.3 million children now live in poverty according to this definition. Over half (2.3 million) of these children live in households where no one is in work. Furthermore, if one compares the income levels of households with and without children, it is evident that incomes of those with children have fallen further behind those without, particularly since the late 1970s. The same is true if one looks at expenditure rather than income. It is well known that income inequality and expenditure inequality have risen sharply in the UK. What is less well known is the fact that increased child poverty, coupled with rising joblessness at a household level, is a very important feature of this rise in inequality.
14 Of course, these results have potentially important ramifications for the economic and social out-turns facing children when they become adults. Some of our earlier work (Gregg and Machin, 1998) shows that growing up in a family facing financial difficulties is closely linked to poor educational attainment and reduced chances of success in the adult labour market. This work covered a cohort of people born in 1958 who therefore grew up in the 1960s and early 1970s. According to the numbers presented earlier, child poverty was much lower then but was associated with reduced life chances as an adult during the era of rising income and labour market inequality of the 1980s and 1990s. The pessimistic line offered by this paper is that the increased incidence of child poverty that has occurred since then may well result in more people facing reduced life chances in the near future as compared with that earlier cohort.
As such, these results are very important for policy, particularly given the stance of the Labour government. The Prime Minister has recently called for the abolition of child poverty within a generation (and a reduction by 700,000 by the end of this parliament). The results we present clearly illustrate that the scale of this task is huge. The policy response our numbers imply needs to be a large and effective one, and one that will need to persist over the lifetime of several governments. Much more research is required to see what works best: some of the policies currently on the table include improved access to better education, better-quality childcare, the New Deal and the SureStart programme. That these programmes have the real potential to eliminate child poverty is highly unlikely, but they are a step in the right direction.
